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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1-4, 8-17, 20-23, 25, 27-34, 36, 38-43, and 87-91 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Hull (US 7,129,840). 

Regarding claim 1 . Hull discloses a document management system comprising a 
physical-document monitoring device comprising a document coupling device (column 
4, lines 6-12, col. 2, lines 35-42), a sensor (RFID tags, 112, 416) coupled to the 
document coupling device, the sensor operable to sense a state of a document and to 
generate a signal representative thereof, and a computer (col. 2, line 55) coupled to the 
sensor, the computer operable to determine the document state based on the signal. 

Regarding claim 20 , Hull discloses a method by which a physical-document 
monitoring device facilitates management of a physical document comprising sensing a 
state of the physical document (RFID tags, 112, 416), generating a signal representing 
the documents state, determining the document state based on the signal, and 
generating a wireless signal representing the document state (fig. 1-7). 
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Regarding claim 33 , Hull discloses an article comprising a machine-readable 
medium storing instructions operable to cause a physical-document monitoring device 
comprising one or more machines to perform operations comprising determining 
whether a state of a document has been sensed (RFID tags, 1 1 2, 416), determining the 
document state, and generating a wireless message representing the document state 
(fig. 1-7). 

Regarding claims 2, 22 , Hull discloses the document coupling device being 
adapted to bind the document (col. 4, line 5-12, col. 6, lines 45-55). 

Regarding claims 3, 23, 34 , Hull discloses the document state comprising the 
number of document pages (col. 9, lines 1-25). 

Regarding claim 4 , Hull discloses the sensor component comprising a radio 
frequency identification (RFID) tag and associated interrogation device (column 1, line 
59- col. 2, line 3) and the document coupling device incorporating the tag (col. 4, lines 
6-20). Therefore, it is clearly seen that the document coupling device is part of the 
sensor and facilitates sensing the document state. 

Regarding claim 8 , Hull discloses a wireless communication device sending data 
from and receiving data for the computer (col. 3, lines 40-46). 

Regarding claim 9 , Hull discloses the sent data comprising the determined 
document state (figures 1-7). 

Regarding claims 10. 28, 39 , Hull discloses state data for a non-physical version 
of document (col. 4, lines 20-38). 
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Regarding claims 1 1 , 27, 38 , Hull discloses document meta-data (col. 4, lines 
20-50, col. 8, lines 45-67). 

Regarding claim 12 , Hull discloses a text string (col. 4, lines 20-50, col. 8, lines 
45-67). 

Regarding claims 13, 25, 36 , Hull discloses a document location (col. 5, lines 10- 
55, col. 8, lines 10-22). 

Regarding claims 14, 29, 40 , Hull discloses an allowable document state and 
storing the allowable document state (col. 4, lines 30-38). 

Regarding claim 15 , Hull discloses a rule that expresses the allowable document 
state (col. 4, lines 30-38). 

Regarding claims 16, 30, 41 . Hull discloses determining whether the allowable 
document state has been violated (col. 8, lines 10-32). 

Regarding claims 17, 31, 42 , Hull discloses a displaying device providing a visual 
indication of physical document status (col. 8, lines 10-38). 

Regarding claim 21 , Hull discloses coupling a physical-document monitoring 
device to the document (fig. 1-7). 

Regarding claims 32, 43 , Hull discloses a user input device (col. 7, lines 5-32) 
and a wireless message (col. 7, lines 5-32). 

Regarding claims 87-89 , Hull discloses a paper-base document (col. 4, lines 5- 

12). 
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Regarding claim 90 , Hull discloses the document coupling device being adapted 
to couple the monitoring device to a physical document (col. 2, lines 1-3, col. 4, lines 6- 
12). 

Regarding claim 91 , Hull discloses a paper clip (col. 4, lines 6-12). 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hull in 
view of Murray (US 4,170,346). 

Regarding claim 5 , Hull discloses all the claimed subject matters as set forth 
above in the rejection of claim 1 , but still does not disclose the sensor sensing the 
pages based on capacitance (claim 5). Murray teaches the use of the sensor sensing 
the pages based on capacitance (col. 3, lines 30-46). It would have been obvious at the 
time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to include the 
sensor sensing the pages based on capacitance to the system of Hull as taught by 
Murray for the purpose of effectively sensing the state of the document. 

5. Claims 6-7, 18, 19, 26, and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hull in view of Back (US 6,262,662). 
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Regarding claims 6-7, 26, 37 , Hull discloses all the claimed subject matters as 
set forth above in the rejection of claim 1, but still does not disclose an environmental 
condition of the document and the environmental condition comprising illumination. 
Back teaches the use of an environmental condition of a document and the 
environmental condition comprising illumination (abstract, col. 6, lines 25-46). It would 
have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill 
in the art to include an environmental condition of the document and the environmental 
condition comprising illumination to the system of Hull as taught by Back for the purpose 
of effectively sensing the state of the document. 

Regarding claim 18 , Hull discloses all the claimed subject matters as set forth 
above in the rejection of claim 1 , and further discloses a user input device (col. 7, lines 
5-32), but still does not disclose the user input device coupled to the computer. Back 
teaches the use of a user input device coupled to a computer (figure 1 ). It would have 
been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to include the user input device coupled to the computer to the system of Hull as 
taught by Back for the purpose of effectively controlling the operation of the system. 

Regarding claim 19 , Hull discloses a wireless message (col. 7, lines 5-32). 

6. Claims 24 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hull in view of Wittmer (US 5,892,444). 

Regarding claims 24 and 35 , Hull discloses all the claimed subject matters as set 
forth above in the rejection of claim 23, but still does not disclose sensing an electrical 
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value affected by a dielectric. Wittmer teaches the use of sensing an electrical value 
affected by a dielectric (col. 2, lines 30-67). It would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to include sensing an 
electrical value affected by a dielectric to the system of Hull as taught by Wittmer for the 
purpose of effectively sensing the state of the document. 

Answers to Remarks 

7. Applicant's arguments filed December 06, 2007 have been fully considered. 

Regarding claim 1 , in response to applicant's argument that nowhere does Hull 
teach a sensor coupled to a document coupling device and operable to sense a state of 
a document and to generate a signal representative thereof, this argument is not 
persuasive. Applicant's attention is directed to column 1, line 59- col. 2, line 3 and 
column 4, lines 6-12, where Hull clearly discloses a sensor (RFID tags, 112, 416) 
coupled to the document coupling device (col. 1 , line 59- col. 2, line 3, col. 4, lines 6- 
12), and the sensor operable to sense a state of a document and to generate a signal 
114 representative thereof. 

In response to applicant's argument on page 1 7, lines 1 0-1 5, of the remarks filed 
December 06, 2007 that the Examiner is confusing the sensors 1 12 with the RFID tags 
416 and applicant further states that Hull does not disclose that the RFID tags 41 6 
are operable to sense a state of a document and to generate a signal representative 
thereof, these arguments are not persuasive. Applicant's attention is directed to column 
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1 , line 55- col. 2, line 3, where Hull clearly discloses sensors for sensing a state of a 
document and collecting sensing information and the sensor component comprising a 
radio frequency identification (RFID) tag and associated interrogation device with details 
supported in columns 3-5. 

Therefore, Hull clearly teaches all limitations of claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 3, in response to applicant's argument that Hull fails to teach 
the document state comprising the number of document pages, this argument is not 
persuasive. Applicant's attention is directed to column 1, line 59- col. 2, line 3 and 
column 8, line 10- col. 9, line 25, where Hull clearly discloses the document state 
comprising the number of document pages. 

Regarding claim 4, in response to applicant's argument that Hull fails to teach 
that a sensor includes a document coupling device, this argument is not persuasive. 
Hull discloses the sensor component comprising a radio frequency identification (RFID) 
tag and associated interrogation device in column 1, line 59- col. 2, line 3 and the 
document coupling device incorporating the tag in column 4, lines 6-20. Therefore, it is 
clearly seen that the document coupling device is part of the sensor and facilitates 
sensing the document state. 

Regarding claim 8, in response to applicant's argument that Hull fails to teach a 
wireless communication device coupled to the computer and the wireless 
communication device operable to send data from and receive data for the computer, 
this argument is not persuasive. Applicant's attention is directed to column 3, lines 1-46, 
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column 1 , line 59- col. 2, line 3, column 2, lines 50-67, and figure 1 , where Hull clearly 
discloses a wireless communication device coupled to the computer and the wireless 
communication device operable to send data from and receive data for the computer. 

Regarding claim 10, in response to applicant's argument that Hull fails to teach 
the received comprising state data for a non-physical version of document, this 
argument is not persuasive. Hull clearly discloses the received comprising state data 
for a non-physical version of document in column 4, lines 20-38, column 3, lines 1-46, 
column 1 , line 59- col. 2, line 3, column 2, lines 50-67, and figure 1 . 

Regarding claim 17, in response to applicant's argument that Hull fails to teach 
the monitoring device comprising a displaying device operable to provide a visual 
indication of physical document status, this argument is not persuasive. It is clearly 
seen that a display device must be provided in order to display the visual information 
that is recorded by the recording device 708 in column 8, lines 10-38. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 18 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Therefore, Hull clearly teaches all limitations of claims 2-4, 8-17, 20-23, 25, 27- 
34, 36, 38-43, and 87-91 . 

Regarding claim 5, in response to applicant's argument that Murray fails to teach 
the sensor sensing the number of pages based on capacitance, this argument is not 
persuasive. Murray clearly teaches the sensor sensing the number of pages based on 
capacitance in column 3, lines 30-46. 
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Regarding claim 6, in response to applicant's argument that Back fails to teach 
the document state comprising an environmental condition of a document, this 
argument is not persuasive. Back clearly teaches the document state comprising an 
environmental condition of a document in abstract and column 6, lines 25-46. 

Therefore, combination of Hull and Murray teaches all limitations of claim 5; 
combination of Hull and Back teaches all limitations of claims 6-7, 18, 19, 26, and 37; 
and combination of Hull and Wittmer teaches all limitations of claims 24 and 35. 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Anh V. La whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-2970. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri from 9:30am to 6:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Daniel Wu can be reached on (571) 272-2964. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2612 
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